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MONDAY, FEBRUARY 7, 1955 


Hovuse or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON THE District OF COLUMBIA, 
Washington, D. C. 

The committee met, pursuant to call, in room 445, House Office 
Building at 10:40 a.m., Hon. John L. McMillan (chairman) presiding. 

The following members were also present: Mr. Harris, Mr. Aber- 
nethy, Mr. Dawson, Mr. Williams, Mr. Steed, Mr. Wier, Mr. Jones, 
Mr. Rutherford, Mr. O’Hara, Mr. Talle, Mr. Miller, Mr. Auchincloss, 
Mr. Allen, Mr. Patterson, and Mr. Hyde. 

The CuHatrMan. The committee will come to order. 

The committee has been called for the purpose of hearing the 
District of Columbia Commissioners and others on the matter of this 
proposed salary increase for the municipal judges here in the District 
of Columbia. We thought before we took any action we would like 
very much to hear from the Commissioners on this proposed legislation. 

(H. R. 2986 and H. R. 2989, the bills under consideration, follow :) 


[H. R. 2986, 84th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To adjust the salaries of judges of the Municipal Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia 
and the salaries of the judges of the Municipal Court for the District of Columbia 


Be ib enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the fourth sentence of the sixth paragraph 
of subchapter III, chapter 7, section 771 of title 11 of the District of Columbia 
Code, April 1, 1942 (56 Stat. 194), as amended July 28, 1949 (63 Stat. 483) and 
October 25, 1949 (63 Stat. 887), be and it is hereby amended as follows: By 
striking out ‘$14,500’ and substituting therefor ‘‘$22,000”, and by striking out 
“$14,000” and substituting therefor ‘‘$21,500’’. 

Sec. 2. The fourth sentence of the first paragraph of subchapter II, chapter 7, 
section 753 of title 11, District of Columbia Code, April 1, 1942 (56 Stat. 191, as 
amended July 28, 1949 (63 Stat. 482) and October 25, 1949 (63 Stat. 887), be 
and it is hereby amended as follows: By striking out “$13,500” and substituting 
therefor ‘‘$21,00U”. and by striking out ‘$13,000”’ and substituting therefor 
**$20,500’’. 


[H. R. 2989, 84th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To adjust the salaries of judges of the Municipal Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia 
and the salaries of the judges of the Municipal Court for the District of Columbia 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the fourth sentence of the sixth paragraph 
of subchapter III, chapter 7, section 771 of title 11 of the District of Columbia 
Code, April 1, 1942 (56 Stat. 194), as amended July 28, 1949 (63 Stat. 483) and 
October 25, 1949 (63 Stat. 887), be and it is hereby amended as follows: By 
striking out ‘‘$14,500” and substituting therefor ‘‘$22,000’’, and by striking out 
“$14,000” and substituting therefor ‘‘$21,500’’. 

Sec. 2. The fourth sentence of the first paragraph of subchapter II, chapter 7, 
section 753 of title 11, District of Columbia Code, April 1, 1942 (56 Stat. 191), 
as amended July 28, 1949 (63 Stat. 482) and October 25, 1949 (63 Stat. 887), be 
and it is hereby amended as follows: By striking out ‘$13,500’ and substituting 
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therefor “$21,000”, and by striking out “$13,000” and substituting therefor 
**$20,500’’. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Spencer, the committee will be happy to 
hear any statement you may care to make at this time. Before 
you begin your statement I would like to state in behalf of the com- 
mittee we are delighted to have the Commissioners here this morning 
and you have a standing invitation to attend every meeting we have 
this year. 


STATEMENT OF HON. SAMUEL SPENCER, COMMISSIONER, DIS- 
TRICT OF COLUMBIA GOVERNMENT; ACCOMPANIED BY VERNON 
E. WEST, CORPORATION COUNSEL, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
GOVERNMENT 


Mr. Spencer. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. We are 
very happy to be here this morning and we appreciate this opportunity 
to appear before you and testify with respect to H. R. 2986 and 2989 
which would increase the salary of the judges of the municipal court 
and of the municipal court of appeals by $7,500 per annum. 

I would like to say at the outset that the Commissioners are fully 
aware of the difficulty and importance of the functions so ably per- 
formed by these judges, and have the highest respect for the judges 
themselves. We are entirely in accord with the view that these 
judges should be paid adequate salaries in keeping with the high 
offices which they hold. However, H. R. 2989 proposes a very large 
increase over the present salaries—about 58 percent over the present 
salaries of the municipal judges. In determining whether such an 
increase is a wise policy at this time, we believe that it must be looked 
at (1) in relation to the overall fiscal situation of the District and 
(2) in relation to the salaries of other top District officials. Since 
there are 13 municipal court judges and 3 municipal court of appeals 
judges making a total of 16, H. R. 2989 and 2986 would increase the 
District budget by $120,000 annually. 

At the present time, the District budget is in a serious condition. 
When the Commissioners marked up the budget for the general fund 
for fiscal year 1956 last October, based upon revenue estimates at that 
time, the budget was in balance with the usual reserve for emergencies 
and a surplus of a few hundred thousand dollars. 

The latest revenue estimates, however, are somewhat lower than 
was anticipated in October and it now looks as though by the end of 
fiscal year 1956, we will have about $2,800,000 less revenue in the 
general fund than was estimated last fall. 

This means that the budget for the general fund which we submitted 
for 1956 is about $850,000 in the red, even after the customary 
$1,000,000 reserve for emergencies has been expended. We are at the 
present time working on cuts to be recommended to the Appropria- 
tions Committees at the time of the hearings to bring the budget into 
balance. This is not an easy matter, as the departmental budget 
requests were cut sharply by the Commissioners last October when 
we marked up the budget. However, we believe that it can be done. 

It should be noted that the $850,000 deficit does not take into 
consideration any pay raises. If there is a pay raise for classification 
employees as recommended by the administration, the Commissioners 
believe that it is inevitable that the District will have to seek additional 
sources of revenue. 
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Looking at these two bills against this general financial background, 
we are forced to the conclusion that it would not be wise to enact them 
at this time. 

The salaries of the municipal court judges have traditionally been 
closely related to those of other top District officials, such as the 
Corporation Counsel, the Superintendent of Schools, the Director of 
Public Health, the Chief of Police, the Fire Chief, the Commissioners 
and the Public Utility Commission, and the juvenile court judge and 
the Tax Court judge. 

I have here a table marked ‘Table 1”’ which I would like to have 
made a part of the record, which shows the present salaries of such 
officials as compared with the municipal court judges. 

I have a second table marked “Table 2” which shows the salaries 
of some of these officials in comparison with those of the municipal 
judges for each year, back to 1939. 

Mr. Harris. What officials are you talking about, comparing 
them with municipal judges’ salaries? 

Mr. Spencer. I was talking about the officials I mentioned a few 
minutes ago, the Corporation Counsel, the Superintendent of Schools, 
Director of Public Health, Chief of Police, Fire Chief, and those 
people. 

I have those tables here which I would ask to be made part of the 
record. 

The CHatrMaNn. Without objection the documents will appear in 
the record at this point. 

(Tables 1 and 2 referred to follow:) 


TABLE No. 1.—Current salaries of key municipal government officials 
HIGHEST PAID GROUP 


| 
| Minimum Maximum 





District of Columbia Commissioners. i wee ..| GS-17__. ie ncn cathins 1 $13, 800 
Superintendent of Schools- - -- wets | 14, 000 
Corporation Counsel 2____-_.._.-- a ee GS-17....- $13, 000 13, 800 
Director, Public Health ___ . : GS-17__. 13, 000 13, 800 
Director, General Administration 3_____ meee q : | | ee 13, 000 | 13, 800 
Police Chief__._- cents AEN PN ee -| 12, 500 | 13, 300 
Fire Chief__ ‘ F 12, 500 13, 300 
Chief judge, municipal court of fenpenle “es SORES S IRCA TSE ae 14, 500 
Judge, court of appeals____ a dain , 4 Senden ES 14, 000 
Chief judge, municipal << "2. 2S Oe od Sealed aa 13, 500 
Judge, municipal court... _- Pare So Fa te DED TELE 13, 000 
Judge, District of Columbia Tax Court. ee a 13, 000 





NEXT TO THE HIGHE ST PAID. GROU P 








| | 
Director of Highways. __. bk: neaeloian dire hee eee $12, 000 | $12, 800 


Director of Sanitary Engineering -- sea ‘ [Cee 12, 000 | 12, 800 
Director of Buildings and Grounds... _. : eee GS-16___ 12, 000 | 12, 800 
Director of Public Welfare_.......___- es ee | GS-16__- 12, 000 12, 800 
Director of Corrections _. 2. RES SR Pe ee eee RS 12, 000 12, 800 
Superintendent of 3 2 alee : ...| GS~-16___.- 12, 000 | 12, 800 
Public Utilities Commissioners. ._-- Is Shad 20 GI Sod Acawntcee a 1 12, 800 
Director, License and Inspections... ._--_- s RITES ST eee 12, 000 | 12, 800 
Deputy Corporation Counsel_____._._...___-- HRA SAG NS 12, 000 | 12, 800 
Deputy Director, Public Health -- .| GS-16_..--- 12, 000 | 12, 800 
Superintendent, District of C olumbia General Hospital ee ee 12, 000 12, 800 
Superintendent, Glenn Dale =e. ) 2 GS SE € oh gp BAAR | GS-16.___- 12, 000 12, 800 
Finance officer __ RA LO Ne ih! LE Sa: Flee 12, 000 12, 800 
Management officer. Waly <)> GL eee CE 12, 000 12, 800 
Budget officer . SE Rs See ee, FF 12, 000 12, 800 
Dene sw cuik agate cae PE Gdeot 12, 000 12, 800 





1 Paid at top of grade. 
2 Chief law officer, District of Columbia. 
3 New position since 1952. 


_ Note.—About 35-40 key District officials are at the next salary level, GS-15, $10,800 to $11,800. (This 
includes judge of juvenile court.) 
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Mr. Spencer. This shows how closely the salaries of the municipal 
judges have been tied in with the salaries of other top District of 
Columbia officials over the years at approximately the level of what is 
now the GS-17 classifications. To suddenly raise one group by almost 
60 percent would seriously throw out of balance these traditional 
relationships. 

We do not mean to say that some increase in the salaries of the 
municipal judges may not be warranted and we would like to have an 
opportunity to study this whole question further, particularly in the 
light of possible increases in the salaries of classified employees at the 
present session of Congress. 

However, for the reasons which I have expressed, we do not urge 
that this committee should report H. R. 2989 and H. R. 2986 favorably 
at this time. 

That completes the statement which I wish to make. If there are 
any questions, | would be happy to try to answer them. 

Mr. O’Hara. Mr. Spencer, I presume the action upon 2986 or 
2989 would be based upon whatever action the Congress may take 
by bills coming from the Judiciary Committees of the respective 
Houses with reference to any increase of salaries to the judges and 
Members of Congress that are pending at this time. 

We have the situation that I think has been traditional here that 
municipal court salaries—the judges of the municipal court—have 
been about $2,000 below that of the District court judges. Is that 
not correct? 

Mr. Spencer. That is correct, sir, and that goes back to about 1939. 

Mr. O’Hara. Now, it is my understanding that at the present time 
the salary of the municival judges is $13,000 a year. The Chief 
Judge, I believe, receives $13,500 a year. The salary of the Municipal 
Court of Appeals, the three judges on that court, is $14,000, with the 
exception that the Chief Judge gets $14,500. 

Now, it is my understanding that the jursidiction of the municipal 
court here is both original and concurrent with the District court, with 
the $3,000 civil limit. Is that correct? 

Mr. Spencer. That is correct; yes. 

Mr. O’Hara. And all crimes not capital or otherwise infamous 
crimes, with a few exceptions and all the offenses against municipal 
regulations, and they are the committing magistrates in all of these 
cases to which they have jurisdiction; is that not correct? 

Mr. Spencer. | think that is correct. 

Mr. O’Hara. In other words, the jurisdiction of the municipal court 
is greater in this city than in most municipal courts. I believe that 
would be a fair general statement; would it not? 

Mr. Spencer. I think that is probably true, although I could not 
say precisely. 

Mr. O’Hara. The 1954 budget appropriations for the court were 
$735,285, and the income was $1,865,441; is that correct, Mr. Spencer? 

Mr. Spencer. I[ don’t have those figures in mind. I am sure they 
are, sir. We can check this. 

Mr. Harris. May we have those figures again, please? 

Mr. O’Hara. The budget appropriations for the municipal court 
in °54 was $735,285. The income was $1,865,441, which shows that 
the income of the court is considerably more than double the expense 
of the court, is that not true, Mr. Spencer? 

58418—55——2 
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Mr. SPENCER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. O’Hara. Now, the 1955 budget, I understand, was $810,000, 
$810,900, and the anticipated income of about $2 million. I think 
it could be said Mr. Spencer, could it not, that the municipal court 
has been for the last year, current or up to date in the disposition of 
the business before the court? 

Mr. SpENcER. Yes, sir; they have been and I think that the judges 
deserve a great deal of credit for that, particularly Chief Judge Walsh. 

Mr. Harris. Will the gentleman yield at that point, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. O’Hara. Yes. 

Mr. Harris. What was the figure given on the approximate increase 
in cost, should the salary increase be permitted for the judges of the 
court and the court of appeals? 

Mr. Spencer. About $120,000 we figure would be the total cost 
per annum of the increase in the bill. 

Mr. Harris. For both the municipal court and the court of appeals? 

Mr. Spencer. That is correct. 

Mr. Avucutnc toss. Would you identify where your figures come 
from? 

Mr. O’Hara. These were furnished to me by Judge Walsh. The 
figures which I read were furnished to me by Judge Walsh. He is 
the chief judge of the municipal court, for the record. 

Now, it is my understanding that in 1954, the court handled—the 
number of cases filed were 184,462, and it is anticipated for 1955 that 
roughly 190,000 cases will be handled by the court. So that it is a 
very busy court, is it not, Mr. Spencer. 

Mr. Spencer. Very busy, yes, sir. 

Mr. O’Hara. And if increases were granted to the municipal court 
of appeals and the municipal court judges, would it not also be true 
that the Tax Court should be increased proportionately because of 
the traditions of the past, in the matter of salary of that court? 

Mr. Spencer. It seems to me that it should. The tax judge I 
believe is now receiving the same salary as the municipal court judges. 

Mr. O'Hara. That is all I have, Mr. Chairman, at this time. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Harris—— 

Mr. Harris. Mr. Commissioner, do I understand that you do not 
oppose the increase in the proposed salaries for the judges on the 
basis that they should not have the increase but solely on the basis 
of the condition of the budget? 

Mr. Spencer. That is one point that we make, that the condition 
of the budget, we don’t feel justifies an increase as large as this at 
this time, and secondly it seems to me that this increase must be 
looked at not only from the point of view of the relationship of the 
municipal court judges to the Federal district judges but also from the 
point of view of their relationship to other top District officials with 
whom their salary has been in close correspondence for some years. 

In other words, if we were to increase the salaries of the municipal 
court judges by the full strength recommended in these bills, we, 
I think, would find ourselves in a position where very shortly we 
would find it difficult not to increase the salaries of many other top 
District officials. 

Mr. Harris. Well, many of them come in the category of Federal 
employees, do they not? 
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Mr, SpeNcER. Quite a lot of them do, yes. Some of them were on 
separate salaries. 

Mr. Harris. They are established under civil service with certain 
ratings and so forth? 

Mr. Spencer. Some have special statutory salaries. The Fire 
Chief and the Police Chief do, and the Tax Court judge and the 
juvenile court judge and the Superintendent of Schools are all on 
separate statutory salaries. 

Mr. Harris. Yes; and I agree with you, that, I think the Com- 
mission is right, in coming to the conclusion that they should have 
some consideration of what is a fair and adequate salary during these 
days of our expanded economy, but, has there ever been a time in 
the consideration of the salaries of these special employees—I mean 
employees set up by special statute—that their salaries were based 
on what the salaries of the court might be? 

Mr. Spencer. No; I don’t think they are based on what the salaries 
of the court might be but there has been a parallelism. 

Mr. Harris. But there never has been any consideration given to 
what salary they might have, those that you are speaking of, based 
on what the salaries of any of the courts might be, has there? I 
know not for 14 years has it been so. 

Mr. Spencer. I don’t suppose they have been based on the salaries 
of the court but they are top officials, Mr. Harris. No one disputes 
that, and they are highly important officials. 

Mr. Harris. Now, do I understand that you take the position that 
regardless of what the income of the court is, by its providing $1 mil- 
lion, approximately, for the general fund of the District, that, not- 
withstanding, you would oppose as a matter of principle any increase 
in salaries until these other matters were adjusted? 

Mr. Spencer. I wouldn’t say we oppose any increase in salaries, 
Mr. Harris. In fact, I tried to indicate in my statement that we 
would like to study further what increase we think should be granted 
or what increase might be justified, based on the relation of the court 
salaries to other salaries in the District, particularly if there is an 
increase in the classification employees, such as has been introduced 
in Congress, and probably will go through this session. It seems to 
me that the judges should also have some increase. 

Now, I am not prepared at this time to say just what we think 
that ought to be. We just got notice of this hearing on Friday and 
we really haven’t had a chance to study the thing out as fully as we 
would like to. 

Mr. O’Hara. Mr. Chairman, would the gentleman yield? 

The CHarrMAN. Will the gentleman yield to Mr. O’ Hara? 

Mr. Harris. Yes; I will be glad to. 

Mr. O’Hara. Of course, Mr. Spencer, it is true, as a matter of 
fact, there would be nothing worse on the morale of the municipal 
court, than to have the general salary increase for the District judges 
and no increase for the municipal court judges? That just wouldn’t 
be fair play to the municipal court? Is that true? 

Mr. Spencer. It seems to me that is true; yes, sir. 

Mr. O’Hara. And it is also true that unquestionably under the 
general salary increases which will be before us from other committees, 
that many of these officials will be affected and unquestionably if 
there is a round of increases in other departments, that these statutory 
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salaries will have to be considered for purposes of increase, is that 
not true? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes, sir; it seems to me they will be. 

Mr. O’Hara. That is all I have. Thank you, Mr. Harris. 

Mr. Harris. The part that seems to me a rather unusual change 
in approach and policy is: here I understand you take the position 
that certain employees in the executive branch of the Government 
should be considered in relation to their salaries, with certain members 
of the judiciary. Throughout the years, the whole matter has been 
considered on the basis of judicial employees on the one hand, and 
Federal employees or for the executive department on the other hand. 

Now, you seem to base your decision of bringing these two in 
conformity here, which seems to me quite a departure from con- 
sideration in the past. It is an important approach to me, in my 
own mind. 

You said an $800,000 budget deficit? 

Mr. SpeNceER. $850,000, yes, sir. 

Mr. Harris. That is in the general fund? 

Mr. Spencer. That is in the general fund, yes, sir. 

Mr. Harris. To refresh my memory, how much was the general 
fund increased in the bill passed a year ago? 

Mr. Spencer. We had about a $9 million increase in taxes and we 
had an increase in the Federal—no, excuse me. I think we had 
about a—l’ll have to get my figures. 

Mr. Harris. I think it was a million and a half, wasn’t it? 

Mr. O’Hara. $4 million overall. 

Mr. Harris. No; it was $9 million overall. 

Mr. O’Hara. The provision in the general fund, I don’t remember. 

Mr. Harris. I think $9 million overall, with $7.5 million going 
into the construction. We got together on that and made it $5 
million going to construction and $4 million is right. 

That would be an additional revenue to the general fund, out of 
the legislation of a year ago of an estimated $13 million then, would 
it not? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes, because the increased Federal payment went 
into that. 

Mr. Harris. That has already been used up? 

Mr. Spencer. That was really earmarked for capital improvements. 

Mr. Harris. I am talking about the part that went into the general 
fund. 

Mr. Spencer. But, even so, there are a lot of capital improvements 
being financed from the general fund. 

Mr. Harris. I have forgotten how much it was, but there was a 
limitation on there. 

I believe that is all, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Commissioner, I wonder if you had an oppor- 
tunity to read the statement made by Judge Laws before the Commis- 
sion on Judicial and Congressional Salaries, December 17, 1953. 

Mr. Spencer. No, sir; I have not. 

The CHarrMANn. That was an excellent statement on the subject 
and in my opinion it would apply to the municipal judges as well as 
the District judges. 

I would like to have you at some later time give me your opinion 
on that. 
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We felt that statements such as that would suffice in this case. 

Mr. Dawson, do you care to ask any questiens? 

Mr. Williams—— 

Mr. Wiuuiams. Mr. Commissioner, I am new on the committee 
and I ask this question purely for information. Generally, what is the 
jurisdiction of the municipal court? 

Mr. Spencer. The municipal court has jurisdiction in civil cases 
up to $3,000. It has jurisdiction in criminal cases of all misdemeanors 
and it also holds preliminary magistrate hearings in connection with 
felony cases. 

Mr. Wituiams. They hold preliminary hearings on felony cases? 

Mr. Spencer. That is right. 

Mr. Wixurams. The jurisdiction of that court would be roughly the 
same as in most county courts in our States? 

Mr. Spencer. No; I believe most county courts are courts of 
general jurisdiction. It would have a broader jurisdiction than our 
municipal court. 

Mr. Wixuiams. It is in between a justice of the peace court, or a 
police court, and, you might say, a felony court. It is in between that. 

I believe Mr. O’Hara mentioned that some 180,000 cases had been 
filed in that court last year. Did that include parking and traffic 
violations and misdemeanors of that nature? Petty misdemeanors? 

Mr. Spencer. I presume that included all cases of all kinds. 

Mr. Witi1aMs. I believe you have 13 municipal court judges and 
the population of Washington is roughly 800,000 people, I believe. 
That would mean that you would have one munic ipal court judge to 
approximately every 60,000 people in the District; is that right? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes; I think that is right. 

Mr. Wiuxiams. Do you know what the salaries of judges in similar 
jurisdictions in similar cities might be? 

Mr. SrenceER. We tried to get some figures on that over the weekend 
but the only figure I have is that the median salary of courts of 
general jurisdiction, which are bigher courts than this, is $13,000 
throughout the country. We would hope to get more information on 
that. That is one of the reasons why I said we would like more time 
to study this whole question. 

Mr. WiiuraMs. That is all. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Commissioner, do the judges of these courts 
sit for about 9 months out of the vear as the other courts do? 

Mr. Spencer. No, they sit all vear except I believe for about 3 or 
4 weeks’ vacation. They sit in the summer is my understanding. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. They don’t declare a vacation in the spring and 
come back in the fall like a great percentage of our courts do? 

Mr. Spencer. That is right. 

Mr. Broyuiuy. I think you will find the leave they have is the 
same as other civil-service employees, is it not? 

Mr. Spencer. That is my understanding. 

Mr. Avcuincioss. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Auchincloss 

Mr. AucuincLoss. Mr. Spencer, I understand the Commissioners 
receive $15,000 a year, is that right? 

Mr. Spencer. No, we receive $13,800. 

Mr. ‘Av cHINCLOss. If these increases are granted, the judges will 
be paid more than the Commissioners? 
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Mr. Spencer. Yes, they would be paid substantially more. 

Mr. Aucuincioss. Has any consideration been given to increasing 
the pay of the Commissioners or are you a little embarrassed to 
answer that? 

Mr. Spencer. Some consideration has been given to it. We had a 
request over with the Civil Service Commission for some time to 
increase the salaries of the Commissioners to grade 18 because we 
have some other district employees at grade 17 such as the Corpora- 
tion Counsel and the Director of Public Health, and it was felt that, 
in accordance with normal salary scales, that the people who had the 
full responsibility should have somewhat higher salaries. However, 
that has not come through and we got a letter just the other day from 
the Civil Service Commission indicating that they did not have vacan- 
cies in their GS-18 classifications for including the Commissioners. 

Mr. Aucurinctoss. You mentioned I think in your reply to some 
question from Mr. O’Hara, that the Commissioners haven’t had time 
to study this matter enough so that you haven’t come to a definite 
conclusion. 

In your study do you contemplate revision of all these other salaries, 
including the Commissioners? 

Mr. Spencer. Well, I think we may have to study all of these 
salaries in relation to the proposed classification employee increase, 
which is before Congress. 

The CuarrMAn. Mr. Commissioner, isn’t it true that we increased 
the salaries of the two civilian Commissioners at the time the Congress 
gave the Army a salary increase a few years ago, so as to compare 
with the Engineering Commissioner salary which is usually a brigadier 
general? 

Mr. Spencer. Do you say consideration was given then? 

The CHatrMANn. Yes. At the time the salary of the Engineering 
Commissioner was increased. I think that was your last salary 
increase. To the best of my knowledge, that is correct. Maybe Mr. 
West will remember that. He was here at the time. 

Mr. Wesr. I remember the increase to $13,000, but I don’t think 
it had any relation to any increase in the compensation of the Engineer 
Commissioner. 

The Cuarrman. It did have some bearing on this committee because 
we thought the Army Commissioner would be drawing more than the 
civilian Commissioners and we should increase their salaries to the 
same level. 

Mr. West. The Engineer Commissioner has generally drawn the 
same but at one time because of some increase the Engineer Com- 
missioner was not taken care of and I think he was taken care of in 
the appropriation act so he receives the same compensation as the 
other Commissioners. 

The CuarrMan. We were just trying to keep their salary equal as 
near as possible. 

Mr. AperNetHy. May I ask another question, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Abernethy- 

Mr. AsernetHy. Mr. Commissioner, this is somewhat beside the 
point here, but it is pertinent, I think: How much additional revenue 
would the District have to have to meet the anticipated increases in 
salaries for municipal judges and for the District employees. 
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Mr. SpENcER. It depends on what increases are passed but it looks 
as though a 5-percent increase would be in the neighborhood of $2 
million; that is a 5-percent increase in the classified employees would 
be about a $2 million increase in our annual expenses. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. There would be ninety-odd-thousand in addition 
to that? 

Mr. Spencer. I think it is 120, sir. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Now, have you gentlemen given any consideration 
as to where this money is going to come from? 

Mr. Spencer. We have a committee studying that question now, 
sir. We haven’t as yet reached any conclusions on it. I think it 
is going to have to be some additional taxes. I don’t see how we can 
handle it in any other way. 

The CHarrMan. Mr. Steed 

Mr. Streep. How long has it been since these judges received any 
pay adjustment? 

Mr. Spencer. They had a pay adjustment in 1949, sir, which 
increased their salary from $9,975, to the present $13,000. 

Mr. Steep. The comment made here about the difference between 
the cost of these courts and the fines or fees collected by the courts 
showing, in a manner of speaking, something like $1 million surplus 
or profit paid into the general fund, that does not include the cost of 
the Police Department; does it? 

Mr. Spencer. No, no; that is entirely separate, sir. 

Mr. Streep. It is my opinion that in most municipalities, the budget 
usually considers the cost of not only the court but the Police Depart- 
ment, too, and wouldn’t consider it was on a self-sustaining basis 
unless the total cost of both was involved. 

Mr. Spencer. The Police Department is costing us close to $12 
million a year so if you put that in, that would be quite a deficit. 

Mr. Streep. My understanding of what you are saying here today 
is that as a Commissioner you would prefer to have this whole matter 
deferred until you would have an opportunity to not only make some 
determination as to the amount of increase that could be justified in 
this case but also in all the other cases of people in the District service. 

Mr. Spencer. That is correct, sir. Also we did not feel at this 
time we could recommend favorably on these two bills. 

Mr. Steep. Do you think that that decision would of necessity 
have to come somewhere along about the same time that you arrived 
at some conclusion as to recommendations to make on new taxes or 
new sources of revenues? 

Mr. Spencer. It has been our thinking that when it becomes 
clearer what action Congress is going to take on the classification 
increase, and also on the Federal judge increase, then we will be in a 
considerably better position to work out what we think we ought 
to do. 

Mr. Streep. You feel, then, shortly after those decisions are made 
you would then be in a position to come back with recommendations 
covering the whole picture? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes; and perhaps even before they are made, when 
the situation is clarified somewhat. 

The Cuartrman. Mr. Rutherford—— 
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Mr. Ruruerrorp. I might ask some elementary questions, here, 
because I am new on the committee and new in Congress here. I 
would like to know what your 1955 operating budget is, if you have it. 

Mr. Spencer. The total budget is just under $170 million. 

Mr. Ruruerrorp. What percentage of that is local taxes? 

Mr. Spencer. I would say most of it is local taxes. We have a 
Federal payment of $20 million and then there are such things as 
these fines and certain other minor items. 

Mr. Ruruerrorp. What direct taxes? 

Mr. Spencer. We have the real-estate tax which raises it roughly 
$40 million. We have a 2-percent sales tax from which we raise 18 or 
19 million dollars and we have, of course, our automobile fees from 
which we raise a fair amount. We have a gasoline gax that is now 
6 cents on the gallon, and then we have taxes on our banks, taxes on 
our insurance companies, and we have most of the taxes that you have 
anywhere. 

Mr. Ruruerrorp. You have a lot more than I am familiar with on 
taxes. You have already exceeded the tax structure in my State 
considerably. 

Would you say $150 million is considered in there? You say 
$20 million from Federal appropriations? 

Mr. SPENCER. It is close to that. 

Mr. Ruruerrorp. What is the number of employees that you have 
in the District? 

All of them, I mean, from the bottom to the top. 

Mr. Spencer. We have in the vicinity of 20,000. That includes all 
the schoolteachers and all of our classified——— 

Mr. Rutuerrorp. Those who would be considered municipal 
employees. 

Mr. Spencer. That is 20,000, including the schoolteachers. 

Mr. Rutruerrorp. What is the base for policemen who serve, we 
will say, a year after they have been out of probation period? What 
is his base salary? 

Mr. Spencer. About $4,000. 

Mr. Ruruerrorp. What is base for a schoolteacher with 1 year’s 
experience, with a degree—do you require a degree for teachers? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes; they require a master’s degree. 

Mr. Rutuerrorp. A master’s degree? 

Mr. Spencer. No; excuse me. I think they require a master’s 
degree to get into a slightly higher salary schedule and an A. B. to be 
a teacher, at all. 

Mr. Ruruerrorp. She has to be an A. B. to be a teacher? 

Mr. Spencer. That is right. 

Mr. Ruruerrorp. What sort of salary would it be with a degree, 
for 1 year? 

Mr. Spencer. I think it is close to $4,000. I could submit that for 
the record. 

Mr. Ruruerrorp. In this 20,000, you say you have $12 million on 
police. What do you include in that police budget? Is that actually 
vehicles, maintenance, salaries? 

Mr. Spencer. That is right. Everything to do with the Police 
Department. 

Mr. Ruruerrorp. Would that also include the construction of the 
police buildings? 
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Mr. Spencer. No; that is operating expenses. 

Mr. RutTHerRForD. In other words, $12 million for police—do you 
have a uniform fund and such as that? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes; that would include the uniforms. 

Mr. RutrHerrorD. Uniforms, salaries—vehicles? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes. 

Mr. RutHerrForp. Is that purchase of vehicles and operation of 
vehicles and maintenance? 

Mr. Spencer. That is right, that includes all that. 

Mr. Rutruerrorp. What is the size of the Metropolitan Police 
force? 

Mr. Spencer. We have an authorized strength of 2,270 and I think 
we are ‘about 40 short of that at this time. 

Mr. Wier. What is the approximate gross tax on liquor receipts? 

Mr. Spencer. I understand it is $5 million. I have some figures 
on my brief case that I could get on that. 

Mr. RutHERFOoRD. I have no further questions. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Your beverage business is pretty good here. 
You have a lot of visitors and conventions. 

Mr. Spencer. It has slipped off a little, that is one reason for the 
lower revenues. 

Mr. O’Hara. Mr. Spencer, I think we are confronted with the 
practical proposition. We have the Segal Commission recommending 
an increase this year in judicial salaries, generally, and congressional 
salaries. 

We have the President recommending in his message an increase in 
the classified employees salaries up and down the line. 

Do you not feel, Mr. Spencer, that it would be fair, as a fair yard- 
stick for this committee, to say that it would be the responsibility of 
this committee to report out some bill pertaining to judicial salary 
increases of the municipal court—and the Tax Court—commensurate 
with the traditional differences between whatever is done on the dis- 
trict court salaries? Isn’t that the situation that the District is 
confronted with, and this committee is confronted with? 

Mr. Spencer. I think generally speaking the answer to your 
question is yes. 

I would like to say this: The differential between the municipal 
court judges and the district court judges has been about $2,000 for 
some time. For instance, in 1939, the municipal court judge’s salary 
was $8,000 and the district court judge’s salary was $10,000, which 
meant that the municipal court judges were getting 80 percent. 

Now, if the district court judges were incre: ased to say, $25,000, 
I am inclined to think that the $2,000 differential which we now have 
and which we have had for 15 or 16 years, perhaps should be increased 
somewhat. In other words, the increase of the municipal court judges 
should not be quite the same, dollar for dollar, as the district court 
judges because I do think we have these tie-ins with our other district 
officials and this thing could start a chain reaction which might be 
hard to stop. 

Mr. O’Hara. I think we will have a chain reaction whether we 
want it or not, Mr. Spencer, isn’t that true? 

Mr. Spencer. Perhaps it is. 

Mr. O’Hara. I think we are faced with the situation of, whatever 
is done with the judicial salaries, we are going to be confronted with 
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doing something commensurate, at least, for the municipal judges. 
Is that not an absolute must that we have to consider? 

I am just laying aside for the moment the fact that you have 
revenue problems. We thought we had disposed of them all last year 
and the year before, Mr. Spencer, but apparently we haven’t. But 
we are confronted, from the viewpoint of dealing fairly with the courts 
of the District of Columbia, with the fact that we must do domething 
about it. And then we have all of the other problems that are going 
to follow. 

Is this a fair statement? 

Mr. Spencer. Well, certainly I think we would have to increase the 
municipal judges some, if an increase goes through for the district 
court judges. 

It seems to me that this present bill is higher than we ought to 
approve at this time. We don’t know just what the Federal judges are 
going to get. 

Mr. O’Hara. That is true and any action that is taken here would 
have to be based on what is ultimately done by the Congress on this 
other general Federal court increase. I agree with you, Mr. Spencer. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuatrMan. Do you think you will be prepared at sometime in 
the near future to give us some figure to work on, as to what you think 
would be a commensurate increase? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes, sir; I think we could. We would be glad to 
develop studies on that. 

The CuarrMaNn. At this hearing this morning of course we didn’t 
expect to come to a definite decision but we wanted to get started so 
the Federal judges wouldn’t be too far ahead of the municipal judges 
if this proposed salary increase should go through, and we all hope 
it will. 

Mr. Mriuer. Mr. Chairman, I have some questions not related to 
this subject that I would like to ask the Commissioners when the op- 
portunity arises. 

The CHarrMan. Mr. Talle—— 

Mr. Tatue. Thank you very much, I have no questions. 

Mr. Miuuer. Is there other legislation to be considered at this 
time? 

The CHarrmMan. No. We will hear the head of the bar association. 

Mr. John L. Laskey, chairman of the bar association. 

Will you give us the benefit of your opinion on this proposed legisla- 
tion. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN LASKEY, CHAIRMAN, DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA BAR ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Laskey. I am speaking for the District of Columbia Bar Asso- 
ciation and they unqualifiedly endorse these two bills, H. R. 2986 and 
2989. 

I would like to say at the outset, were it not for the proposed in- 
creases in salary of the Federal judges generally, including the Federal 
judges in this district, the bar association would not at this time 
sponsor this bill as independent legislation. The bar association— 
and I think generally the members of the bar—are very much con- 
cerned with maintaining the relationship between the Municipal Court 
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of the District of Columbia, and the Municipal Court of Appeals of 
the District of Columbia, in its traditional proportion and’ inter- 
relations with the United States District Court and the United States 
Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia circuit. 

I think it is an error to consider the question of the salaries of the 
judges—in relationship with the salaries of the officials of the executive 
department. The bill affecting Federal judges deals with judicial 
salaries—congressional salaries—and we think that at the same time, 
consideration should be given to the integrated judicial system in 
the District of Columbia, and the municipal court and the municipal 
court of appeals are an extremely important part of that system. 

They handle a terrific volume of cases there. There are more people 
who are dealt with and who deal with the court—with that court— 
than in any of the other courts of the District. They anticipate some 
190,000 cases during the coming year. 

To go back a little bit into the history of that court, the municipal 
court was first organized in 1909. Now, I wasn’t around at that time 
although there was a John Laskey who was practicing at this bar at 
that time. I think prior to the organization of the municipal court in 
1909 we had the justice of the peace and magistrate system. 

The court after its establishment was reorganized in 1942, when 
Congress reorganized the judiciary, and they consolidated the police 
court and municipal court, and established a municipal court of 
appeals. 

Now, the history of both the municipal court and municipal court of 
appeals has been one of increasing jurisdiction and increasing import- 
ance in the community. 

We are concerned with a problem in morale. The figures of the Segal 
Commission report show generally the economic justification for 
increasing the salaries of judges generally. Everything in that report 
is consistent with the legislation here being considered, and the enact- 
ment of which we urge. 

The CHarrMAN. Don’t you think, Mr. Laskey, the statement made 
by Judge Laws would be applicable to this case? 

Mr. Laskey. I think it would be entirely applicable to these judges 
and this legislation. 

The CuarrMAN. Do you happen to know how many attorneys 
there are in the District of Columbia? 

Mr. Laskey. It is difficult to estimate. I know we have 3,000 
attorneys in the District of Columbia Bar Association. I think there 
are between five and six thousand attorneys. 

The CuatrmMan. Do you happen to know what the average income 
was last year? 

Mr. Laskey. No, I wouldn’t be able to estimate that. I think it 
is high in comparison with the country generally. 

The CHarrMAN. I saw in the newspapers a year or two ago, where 
the average was $14,000 a year. Of course, some made much less 
and some make much more. 

Mr. Laskey. I think that would be a conservative estimate. Of 
course, in averages, you probably take in some who have other income 
and maybe don’t devote as much time to the practice of law as others 
earning more, but I would say $14,000 would be a conservative income 
for an able, industrious member of the bar. 
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That directly leads to one of the things I consider important in this. 
I have for some years held various offices in the bar association and 
have had occasioa to serve on the committee recommending for judicial 
appointment, and I know of my own knowledge that it is becoming 
increasingly difficult to get men who would be well qualified for ju- 
dicial service and who have a real desire to perform that type of 
service. It has become increasingly difficult to get the men who are 
qualified and willing to take the financial sacrifice. 

The CHarrmMan. At that pomt don’t you think that a man qualified 
to fill a position as municipal judge should be more than an average 
attorney? 

Mr. Laskry. Yes, I think he should be from the cream of the bar, 
to not only give that court the type of judge that it now has and to 
which it is entitled, but not to narrow the field from which you can get 
recruits for the court. 

I think the limits which have been referred to in the jurisdiction of 
the municipal court are somewhat deceptive. I have already said the 
history of the court indicates that its jurisdiction is increasing. To just 
cite as an example the fact that by decision, interpreting the basic acts 
of the court, it has, not too many years ago, been decided that that 
court has equitable jurisdiction as well as jurisdiction in tort and con- 
tract cases and the ordinary trial jurisdiction. 

The $3,000 case is not a picayune case. In many instances, the 
particular case being litigated will control litigation with a financial 
impact considerable in excess of that amount. 

Mr. O’Hara. In connection with the $3,000 jurisdiction, unques- 
tionably within a very short time that jurisdiction will be increased, 
is that not so? 

Mr. Laskey. I think it is bound to come, yes. 

Mr. O’Hara. We do have the move to increase the jurisdictional 
limit of the Federal district courts from $3,000—I am speaking now 
countrywide—to $10,000, the purpose of it being to send to the 
State courts more cases than traditionally, and because of the pileup 
and the fact that the Federal district courts generally are behind from 
2 to 3 to 4 years. I think that is probably one of the reasons. How- 
ever, it illustrates that in this matter the jurisdiction of the municipal 
court will undoubtedly be increased substantially, is that not true? 

Mr. Laskey. I think that is bound to come, Your Honor, and 
in many senses, the litigants sometimes prefer the municipal court 
and take a reduction in the amount of their suit. If they have a 
$4,000 claim they sometimes sue for $3,000 in order to get in a court 
which is current with its dockets. 

Mr. O’Hara. And the municipal court here has done a magnificient 
job in getting to a current basis and maintaining a current basis, is 
that not true? 

Mr. Laskey. They have done a tremendous job. 

Mr. O’Hara. And that applies to the municipal court of appeals, 
as well? 

Mr. Laskey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. O’Hara. I ask you one other question, Mr. Laskey. 

In introducing this bill, I am frank to say as the author of one 
of them, that I overlooked the Tax Court. 

Do you not feel that the Tax Court should be included salarywise 
upon the same basis as the judges of the municipal court? 
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Mr. Laskey. I[ would have to answer that as an individual because 
my authority to speak for the association does not include that. 

Mr. O’Hara. Very well, we will take your individual opingon. 

Mr. Laskey. I think it should be. I think it is a slightly separate 
problem in that the judge of the Tax Court is appointed by the 
Commissioners. 

Mr. O’Hara. But he has unlimited jurisdiction. The appeals from 
that court go directly to the circuit court of appeals, is that not true? 

Mr. Laskey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. O’Hara. And I think the judges who have served upon that 
court have been considered by the bar, generally, as outstanding, able 
men, is that not true? 

Mr. Laskry. That is very true. 

At least in the present instance, the judge of that court is a past 
president of the District Bar Association. 

The financial consideration I realize is necessary. I think it is 
difficult to staff the courts adequately on a purely financial basis. I 
think it is one of the primary requisites of providing- good government 
to provide the judicial system with the sinews of war that it needs to 
carry on its function. 

It is a mistake I think to compare the income with the court’s 
budget. I think as the gentleman brought out a great deal of that is 
attributable to the activities of the police department, but basically 
I feel it is an error to approach the question of the proper salary and 
the proper staffing of the courts on a purely fiscal and financial basis. 

I might also point out I sympathize with the Commissioners’ prob- 
lem. This bill would not create an additional problem, but would 
change it in the matter of degree. The District of Columbia is billed 
for and pays 60 percent of the cost of the United States district court, 
including salaries, so if the main bill is passed, the Commissioners have 
that problem already. They also pay 40 percent of the cost of the 
United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit, 
so they have a problem there, with those 9 judges as well as the 15 
judges of the district court. I think the comparison and the relation- 
ship between these courts are all a part of the judicial system of the 
District of Columbia, and should be maintained. 

Mr. Steep. On this point you make of maintaining the relationship, 
is that a policy that is followed generally throughout the country, do 
you know? 

Mr. Lasxkery. I do not know the answer to that. 

Mr. Steep. Does your bar association have any stand, or suggestion 
to make about how we are going to finance these raises if they are made, 
or did they go into that? 

Mr. Laskey. We have not gone into that. We realize there is a 
fiscal problem and I don’t think the bar association is generally 
considered qualified to advise on that. 

Mr. Srerep. You have here in effect enforced a blanket raise of 
about $7,500 a year for each judge, as I understand it. 

Mr. Laskry. That is what this bill would do, as I understand it, 
sir. 
Mr. Strep. Is that based on your assumption that these other 
judicial salary bills will be adopted about the way they are now 
proposed? 

Mr. Laskey. Yes. 
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Mr. Steep. In other words, your endorsement is also in proportion 
there, that if any reduction was made in those salary schedules that 
you would expect some adjustment here, to comply with that general 
thing? 

Mr. Laskey. I certainly would, yes. 

Mr. O’Hara. Mr. Laskey, in that connection, I don’t know whether 
this is true or not but I assume that the basis of these proposed bills 
are upon the basis that Congress may pass a general Federal increase 
of $22,500 for the Federal district court judges? 

Mr. Laskey. That is the number one basic assumption. 

The CHarrMANn. Thank you very much, Mr. Laskey, we are happy 
to have your statement. 

Mr. Laskey. Thank you. 

The CuarrmMan. Mr. Rhyne served as counsel to the Commission 
on Judicial and Congressional Salaries which recently held extensive 
hearings. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES S. RHYNE, GENERAL COUNSEL, 
COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL AND CONGRESSIONAL SALARIES 


Mr. Ruyne. I assume I am appearing in my capacity as General 
Counsel to the Commission on Judicial and Congressional Salaries. 

Mr. O’Hara called and invited me to be up here this morning. I 
am not quite certain what contribution you would like me to make to 
your hearings, Mr. Chairman. 

It is true that when we had our hearings before the subcommittee 
of the Senate Judiciary Committee on the general increase forMembers 
of Congress and district judges and other Federal judges, that Senator 
Kefauver asked me what consideration had been given to municipal 
court judges and at that time I replied that when the municipal court 
problem had been presented to our Commission by the late Senator 
McCarran, the general consensus was that it was beyond our juris- 
diction to make recommendations with respect to the municipal court 
judges because we were confined to the Members of the Congress and 
to Federal judges and justices. We were instructed to prepare a letter 
for the signature of the chairman in response to an inquiry, | believe, 
of Judge Nielson of the municipal court to the effect that it was the feel- 
ing of the Commission that, as Congressman O’ Hara said, commensur- 
ate increases should be granted to the municipal court judges because 
it was felt that the same factors that we had considered with respect 
to Members of Congress and district court judges, would apply equally 
to the municipal court judges’ salaries. And those factors, as you 
know, as we set forth in our report, are economic factors, cost of living 
factors, and a general increase in duties and responsibilities, especially 
with respect to the jobs of Congressmen which we found were now 
full-time jobs, rather than part-time jobs as they had been in the past. 

Mr. Wier. You heard Mr. Laskey—and I describe what he said— 
that we shouldn’t take the position of comparing judges with, and 
paying them on the basis of, other types of employment in govern- 
ment. 

How did you get the Congressmen mixed up in the Federal and 
district judge’s pay increase? 

Mr. Ruyne. We had a statute, Mr. Congressman, under which we 
were required by the Congress to make findings of fact and make 
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conclusions and recommendations with respect to Federal judges and 
judges of the United States circuit courts of appeals and the Justices 
of the Supreme Court, and Members of Congress. ‘ 

We have filed our report—I believe you have all received copies of 
it and if you have not I would be glad to furnish them to you. That 
was our statutory duty, Mr. Congressman, to make findings with 
respect to both judges and Members of Congress. 

Mr. Wier. This judicial pay adjustment of the Federal judges and 
attorneys—district attorneys—originated some years ago, about 4 or 
5 years ago, to my first knowledge. 

Mr. Ruyne. That is very true, Mr. Congressman. 

Mr. Wier. As an issue of its own. 

Mr. Ruyne. That is very true. 

Mr. Wier. I just wondered how it mixed the Congressmen up in 
the judicial pay. 

Mr. Ruyne. For many years I have been active in the American 
Bar Association and I know that for years the American Bar Associa- 
tion have thought that not only Federal judges but the salaries of 
Members of Congress should be increased principally because of the 
great increase in the duties and responsibilities and the fact that a 
Member of Congress now must really devote his full time to his job 
whereas that wasn’t true in years gone by. The salaries of Federal 
district court judges and the salaries of Members of Congress have 
always traditionally been tied together, and so they should continue 
to be. 

Mr. Wier. I will accept that with my fingers crossed. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. O’Hara. Mr. Rhyne, you are a member of the District of 
Columbia Bar? 

Mr. Ruyne. Yes, I am, Mr. O’Hara. 

Mr. O’Hara. Do you generally agree that the bills which are 
before us, 2986 and 2989, are based upon the supposition that Con- 
gress will pass a salary increase for judges and Members of Congress 
on the basis of $22,500, and do you concur in the amounts whic h are 

requested here; in behalf of the judges of the municipal court, based 
upon that supposition? 

Mr. Ruyne. Yes. Mr. Congressman, may | say one thing further 
as one who has devoted many weeks, day and night, to working on the 
general salary program, that I personally feel that the increase should 
be $27,500 as recommended by our Commission rather than $22,500, 
because as you will see in our report based on cost-of-living studies, 
that would be, with respect to 1939 figures, an increase really of only 
$1,400 a year, according to our experts, when we compute it on that 
basis, but I do assume that the genesis of these bills is a general pay 
increase bill for Members of Congr ess and Federal judges. 

Mr. O’Hara. Are you familiar here also with the Tax Court? 

Mr. Ruyne. I am very familiar with the Tax Court. 

Mr. O’Hara. Do you feel that the increase which is not included in 
these bills should be considered along with these municipal court 
increases, and be commensurate with those increases? 

Mr. Ruyne. Yes; I would, Mr. Congressman. I think the Tax 
Court and the municipal court are thus related. 

Mr. O’Hara. Based on all the evidence which you have heard as 
counsel for the Commission, do you feel that these increases which are 
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suggested are not only based upon a local situation but based upon the 
national situation, particularly with reference to the Federal courts of 
the Nation; that these are reasonable and necessary increases which are 
warranted to be voted by this Congress? 

Mr. Ruyne. I certainly do, if we are going to get the type of men 
and keep the type of men we should have. These increases are cer- 
tainly warranted and justified, and with respect to the question put 
by the chairman, I believe, with respect to the earnings of lawyers here 
in the District of Columbia, the then president of the District of 
Columbia Bar Association, W. Cameron Burton—and his statement 
is in the record of the testimony of our Commission—testified that 
lawyers would be earning more than $25,000 in private practice here, 
who are of the type who should be on our local branch and I certainly 
would concur. 

Mr. O’Hara. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuarrMan. Are there other questions? 

Mr. Harris. Mr. Chairman, may I suggest this: You have referred 
to the statement of Judge Bolitha J. Laws, which is in the hearings of 
the special Commission on Judicial and Congressional Salaries. For 
the purpose of this record I wonder if it would not be advisable to 
have it included. 

The CHarrMAN. Without objection, ask that it be included in our 
hearings, the statement made by Judge Laws before the Commission, 
December 17, 1953. 

(The statement referred to follows: 


STATEMENT OF Hon. BouitHa J. Laws, Cuier JupGe, UNnitrep States DistTrRIctT 
CouRT FOR THE DIsTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Judge Laws. Members of the Commission, my name is Bolitha J. Laws, and 
my title is chief judge of the United States District Court for the District of 
Columbia. 

For 40 years I have been a member of the bar, having been admitted to the bar 
of the District of Columbia, the State of New York, and the State of Maryland, 
and for 25 of those years I have engaged in the practice of law, and 15 as a judge, 
of which 9 I have served as chief judge of the court of 16 judges, perhaps the larg- 
est, certainly the most versatile and probably the most important, trial court in the 
United States, being situated in the Capital of the Nation, having jurisdiction 
of the usual United States cases, and also since we do not have a State here, having 
jurisdiction over the cases normally tried in the State courts. 

When I was invited to appear I asked why I was chosen from amongst the 
judiciary of the Nation, and the answer was that my personal situation was one 
which it was believed would illustrate the need for increases that are being sought. 

For that reason, and also because the Attorney General on yesterday spoke 
of some specific instances in New York, I hope it will not be amiss for me to speak 
briefly of my own experience or history before and after becoming a judge. 

I want to say in the beginning that I have absolutely no complaint from my 
personal point of view. If I have made a sacrifice by reason of being a judge, 
I have been glad to do so, and I would do it again. 

It is my judgment that a man does well when he sacrifices, whether he be in 
public office or in any other office, so that if I were personally concerned here, and 
no other person, I would not appear at all. But there are others who are in a 
more serious situation than I and, therefore, I have been glad to come to give a 
history of my own experience. 

In 1938 when I was appointed a judge, I had had the good fortune to have built 
up a good practice of the law. In 1920, when I was 29 years of age, I had an in- 
come from the law practice of a little over $14,000 a year, and the taxes, as I recall, 
in that year were less than $500, which meant that I had a take-home, or could 
live on $13,500. 

Today, according to my 1952 tax return, which I checked lately on my salary, 
less the withholding tax, I had $12,710.76, which means that at 62 years of age 
my take-home is nearly $1,000 less than when I was 29 years of age. 
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I need not tell this group the buying power of the $13,500 in 1920 as compared 
to the buying power of $12, 710.76 this year. 

Then, in 1921 when I was 30 years of age, the Government appointed me 
Assistant General Counsel of the United States Shipping Board, with a salary of 
$10,000, which was the same salary in dollars that I received ‘when I was first 
ap jointed judge in 1938. 

Now, in 1939, shortly after I became a judge, I had in my estate or been able 
to accumulate, as I say fortunately from a law practice, 3 pieces of unencumbered 
real estate—2 of them improved—1 of them a home in Chevy Chase, Md.; 
another one, asummer home in Virginia; and alot in Kenwood, Md. I had money 
in the bank and I had securities. : 

When I was appointed a judge I had made no application for the position. I 
happened to be the president of the District of Columbia Bar Association in 1938, 
and I learned later the Attorney General wanted a District of Columbia lawyer. 

While I was president of the bar association, having appointed a committee on 
judicial selection, and being the head of a group of directors, I would not permit 
my name to be presented for the office of judge, but while I refused firmly to be- 
come a candidate, unknown to me some endorsed me and I tell you honestly my 
name was sent to the Senate without any advance notice whatever, except that a 
friend of mine tipped me off the night before, and I did not believe him when he 
told me. 

I was not an applicant; I was the father of four children, and the first reaction 
of my wife was not by way of exultation or congratulations; in fact, she did not 
congratulate me at all. She asked me, ‘‘How are you going to live on $10,000 a 
yvear?”’ and, of course, I could not, and I did not. 

However, I did undertake to reduce my expenditures. Being a realist I knew 
perfectiy well I would have to give up some of my pleasures and luxuries. I 
resigned from a country club which I had belonged to, and had been a golf devotee 
for some 10 years; I resigned from a downtown club; I gave up membership in 
at least 10 organizations, and I reduced my out-of-pocket expenditures for luxuries 
some $1,500 to $2,000 immediately. 

Some few years later, why, I gave up a maid, or at least we had had maids in 
the home for 10 or 15 years, and I gave that up. 

I took on teaching jobs. I at one time lectured to a class of some 60 persons 
at 7 o’clock in the morning while I was a judge. We got out at 8°30 and I got 
to court in ample time. 

I later taught Saturday classes. I am now teaching in Georgetown University 
and in George Washington University 2 nights a week in order to supplement my 
income, 

I have given a few lectures from which I have obtained some money. At times 
all of my three daughters, who I am proud to say are very lovely girls, have 
worked during the summertime, some of them worked at college. 

My son had the sandwich concession at Dartmouth College. I do not regret 
this at all. In fact, I am somewhat proud of it 

I do not tell it by way of any complaint, but I do want to emphasize to this 
Commission that sometimes the judges have not lived in luxury and have not 
lived, when we have had four children or more, without some degree of difficulty 
on the salaries we have been given. 

I would have preferred in the busy court in which I live not to have felt the 
necessity of teaching, although I enjoy it ever so much. At times it has been 
pretty strenuous. 

Now, notwithstanding these economies and these augmented incomes that I 
have been able to work out with some effort, my estate has dwindled considerably. 
Within the last vear I have had to sell two of my pieces of real estate; at one time 
within the last year I had borrowed as much as $15,000 against my insurance 
policies and my securities. I have sold my home lately. 

I still owe $5,000 to the bank, and my cash is all gone; my securities are up as 
security for the loan. But I am liquid, and still not complaining, as I have 
indicated to you. 

I can pay my debts, but I happened to be seated the other day, as 1 of 6 judges 
in my court, with those judges around the table, and I told them I was going to 
testify, and I said, ‘I believe I will tell them that I had to borrow money,” and 
4 out of the 6 said, well, they owed money at the banks, some of them having 
had to borrow it to make their living. The fifth one said he had not borrowed 
any from the banks, but whenever he bought an automobile he had to go on an 
installment plan and get financing. 
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The situation is such that if a judge with any type of family is ill and, of course, 
the Congressman is in the same situation, he has to have recourse to the bank for 
a loan, and it is not entirely pleasant to have that situation prevailing. 

Now, I know that there are some of them on the bench, I know positively, who 
have not had the good fortune to build up the capital that I had, and I know 
they are suffering more than I, and I have a more particular appeal on their 
behalf than I do on my own. 

My estimate is that sine I have been a judge, my capital has been depleted some 
$40,000. 

Now, of course, I know it is said, “Why didn’t you quit? Why don’t you 
resign?’”’ I have thought about that, and most of my friends who, when they 
were told I was going on the bench, had prophesied that I would stop within 5 
years after my appointment. I hope I am not being too personal when I say 
that I have had very attractive offers since I have been a judge. One of them 
was an offer of a general solicitorship for a company, with the assurance that within 
a year I would be given $50,000 a year; another was an offer from an oil company 
that I had represented, and it had paid me as high as $15,000 the previous year, 
a very flattering offer but as some of you around the table know, I have had a 
consuming ambition in my life to try to do a service for the courts, that I have 
spent a great deal of my life’s effort in trying to build up the administration of 
justice to the extent of what talents I have; that it has been largely due to that 
great desire that I have stayed in the judiciary. 

I have enjoyed the work and enjoyed magnificient contacts I have made with 
leaders over here in Congress, and some of them are great leaders—some of them 
on this Commission are outstanding men—and I think of their being paid $12,500 
a year, and I literally shudder because of the type of men they are. If we lost 
their services it would indeed be a catastrophe. 

We have lost from our courts in the District of Columbia within the last several 
years 3 of the outstanding jurists, I think, hereabouts, 2 of them from our circuit 
court of appeals, 1 of them from the United States Court of Claims. This has 
not been a small loss to the courts. They were men of tremendous talents and 
ability, and all of them went out to a tremendously increased income 

" know of some very unfortunate situations, and T know personally of them, of 
wicows of deceased judges because their husbands had not been able to assemble 
anv funds at all. I know of some of the instances that have been mentioned to 
you. 

I can tell you of one judge in our court whose widow was compelled to come to 
us to ask for a position. We appointed her to a position of clerk, deputy clerk, 
in the court, and she remained there until she died. Now, that was not a very 
happy circumstance to have her compelled to make that application. 

Then within the last several years we had a widow of one of the judges who 
completely ran out of funds. The appeal come to us as a body of judges unknown 
to her. to help her get into the Home for Incurables here in Washington in order 
that she might have comforts in her last days. She had sold all of her jewelry, 
and she was the wife of one of our most distinguished judges. a former very fine 
Congressman. 

Those situations have made it perfectly plain that the situation of the judges 
and, of course. the Congressmen, is most serious and require relief. 

You have been told by Judge Phillips, I think, and some others of the cases of 
enormity that we are compelled to hear. Even today, when I leave this hearing, 
I am supposed to wind up a ease involving $100 million. It is an Alien Property 
Custodian case, and complicated in the extreme. It was set for 10:30 this morn- 
ing, and I want to thank you very much for letting me testify early so that T can 
get there at the postponed hour of 11:30 to handle that case. 

That is one of a number of that type that we have been called on to hear. The 
judges on our court have also had some very prominent cases, with which you are 
familiar. We had the strike of the coal miners when Mr. John Lewis came before 
Judge Goldsborough in our court; we had the celebrated steel case in our court; 
we had the Lattimore case in our court; we had the Coplon case; we have every 
conceivable type from espionage, treason, sedition, and we also have murder 
and rape and robbery, and housebreaking; we have patent cases of the most 
tremendous complexity; we have as many patent cases in our court per year 
as the Court of Customs and Patent Appeals, which is specializing in that type 
of cases. 

We have before us Government counsel and some of the most brilliant counsel 
of the Nation. 

We have homework that is most extensive. Now I illustrate that and mention 
it simply because when you are called upon to deal with those types of cases 
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daily, and care for that volume of business and care for that homework, it is 
extremely difficult when you are harassed and bothered by financial problems and 
have to have recourse to the bank and hope they will not charge you more than 
4 percent. 

I want to say, frankly, that I do not think a cent less than $10,000 will give 
any relief. I had occasion to come:over here before Congress on one occasion, 
before a United States Senator, I think—in fact, I know—on your Commision— 
he is present today, one of the greatest assets to the Congress and one of the 
greatest assets to the courts of the Nation, Senator McCarran, and I told him 
one time about the affairs in our court, that we tried to take a morsel, and he 
with that very helpful spirit of his, said he did not think we ought to have to 
take a morsel, and that so long as our propositions were just and fair he would 
approve them. 

I have been grateful to him ever since, and I do not think the judges or the 
Congressmen ought to be compelled to take a morsel. 

I have heard some talk around here about what might be good politics. I hope 
you will forgive me if I say this Commission, I do not think, has to concern itself 
with polities. I frankly think, as Senator McCarran does, that if your are honest 
and if your are fair that is good politics. I do not think the people of the Nation 
want their Representatives in Congress or their Senators or their judges to be 
men who are having hazardous existences, men whose wiyes and children may have 
to suffer. 

I personally like my Congressmen and my representatives to be men of stature 
and men of refinement and culture, and I would like to see them paid. I glory 
in the fact that they stand that way. I guess I am a citizen, along with others, 
and that is the way I feel about it, and I frankly do not think that this Com- 
mission—I do not think the Congress really ought to have recourse to politics 
in matters of this sort. If they do, let me say I think good politics is to be just. 

If we are asking for too much to bring us up within $400 of the buying power 
of 1939, why, then, turn it down, of course. I think it is a tremendous mistake 
to talk about giving $10,000 extra. That is not true. They are not giving 
$10,000 more. 

I do not think we ought to even talk about that because we do not even get 
our hands on the $10,000. If we did, I could pay off some of my debts for 2 or 
3 months in the bank, and then borrow it back again. We do not get our hands 
on it. It is deducted; that $10,000 is not the amount. 

What I would talk about, if I had to do the talking, would be that the proposi- 
tion that Senator McCarran’s committee made was to bring us back to within 
$400 of where we were in buying power in 1939. If that is bad politics, why, 
then, let the public make the worst of it. I do not think it is, and my own judg- 
ment is that that is the way we ought to talk. 

I have been right much encouraged by some of the members of this Commission 
as I have sat here at the hearings waiting to be called. I like the forthright view 
of some of them that we ought to be realists and find out that we are going to 
give relief and I, frankly, like the talk of $30,000 because that is being a realist. 
It gets you back to 1939, as I remember it, not $400 less, but I do not think we 
ought to be lacking in courage, we of the judiciary or we of the Congress. 

If we are honest and fair, let us say so. If we are dishonest, let us have them 
repudiate us. But as long is it is fair, I feel I should make an appeal for my 
brethren. I say for my own part, I am willing to carry on at the loss. 

I have not been asked to say anything with regard to the Congressmen, but 
I would like to say that for many years I have thought of their plight. I think 
they speak pretty well for themselves, but I want my Senator and my Congress- 
men to be comfortable. I want them to live without anxiety when they have 
to pass on major points of legislation, and I positively do not see how they have 
been able to live and run election campaigns. I do not know how they do it, 
and I am delighted that they are included in this bill with us, and I would not 
want them separated, and [f would not want the judges to get it without the 
Congressmen because I think as much of them of their part in the Nation, as I 
think of my own. 

So, therefore, my appeal to you, from what little contribution I have been able 
to make by way of telling you of some of the plights of judges and their widows 
in the District of Columbia, is simply to do what I bllieve is plain justice, and so 
long as it is just and fair, I think we need make no apologies whatever. 

‘hairman Seca. Judge Laws, I think it would be appropriate at this point 
in your testimony to refer to two communications we have received. I will not 
read them in their entirety, but we will introduce them as exhibits. 

One is from Chief Judge Knox, of the United States District Court for the 
Southern District of New York, who has been a judge on the Federal bench since 
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1918. Judge Knox describes his own situation from the time he went on the 
bench in 1918, when the salary he received was $6,000 per year, and he goes 
through the effect of rising inflation on his situation. 

He happens to have bought an insurance policy of $40,000 and finds that at 
his present salary, having a dependent wife who is ill, he is unable to live on his 
salary without supplementing his income, having written 2 books, each of which 
had a substantial sale, having written articles for a number of magazines, and he 
says he has not had an automobile at any time, and he has been unable to go to 
the theater for 6 years. 

He teaches in the evening schools of various law schools, and makes the inter- 
esting observation that although offered in 1935 by Governor Lehman an appoint- 
ment to the supreme court of the State, and having been assured of bipartisan 
support so there would be no political battle, he had turned it down because he felt 
that the experience for which the Government had paid over the many years and 
which he had acquired as a Federal judge, the Federal Government was still 
entitled to, so that he turned down the $25,000 appointment at the time when the 
Federal judges’ salary was $10,000. Today that court pays a salary of $28,000 
and, as we heard yesterday, an increase is now in prospect since the Court of 
Appeals of New York has recently been increased to $33,000 for the justices, and 
$35,000 a year, plus $3,000 in expenses, for the chief justice. 

Judge Knox’s letter rather graphically portrays what has happened even in the 
situation of a judge who was rather comfortable when he came to the bench, but 
who after 35 years now finds he just cannot make ends meet and, like you, Judge 
Laws, Judge Knox points out he is not speaking for himself. He is close to retire- 
ment. He is pleading for the Federal judges of the country, many of whom he 
believes to be in the same situation as he or in a worse situation. 

This letter is dated December 14, 1953, and is addressed to our general counsel, 
Charles 8. Rhyne, Esq., and I will hand it to the reporter so that it may become a 
physical exhibit in the record. 

I have, addressed to me, two letters from Chief Judge William Denman, of the 
United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Judicial Circuit. The Ninth 
Judicial Cireuit includes the States of Washington, Montana, Oregon, California, 
Nevada, Idaho, and Arizona, and has two Territorial courts in Alaska, Hawaii 
and the island of Guam, so it is a very, very large circuit. He says that it is 
written on behalf of 7 circuit and 35 district iudges, all of whom are adverse to 
making a personal appeal for increases in their salaries. 

Judge Denman himself, in his practice, accumulated enough money so that he 
could live in circumstances compatible with the office, and so he presents the plight 
of some of the other judges, rather than his own. He says that the great body of 
judges in his circuit are not in his fortunate situation. For them, a decent living 
for themselves and their families, on the plane expected of a judge, and with 
savings or insurance for the security of their dependents, is impossible. 

He encloses a letter from a district judge which is what I particularly thought 
should be put in the record so that the Commissioners might have it in mind if 
they cared to ask you any questions. This judge’s wife does her own housework, 
is the mother of two children, and is expecting a third. He has some small savings 
from a practice interrupted by 4 vears in the armed services, which will soon be 
exhausted when he will be faced with the necessity of resigning from the bench. 

Judge Denman says he is an excellent judge. I thought this letter would be 
particularly interesting, because this judge breaks down his actual expenses, and 
that might be some guide to us—it was to me. 

The district judge who sent this letter to Judge Denman, which Judge Denman 
forwards to us, says that he is using round figures but he considers all of them 
conservative. He lives in a section where costs are not as high as in most other 
sections of the country. A partial list of fixed and continuing expenses which 
must be met from year to year is as follows: $3,000 Federal income tax; $250 State 
income tax; $400 State property taxes, and so forth; $500 charitable donations, 
church, Community Chest, and so forth; $2,100 life insurance for his wife and two 
children, and the one to come; $2,000 tuition, room, and board, and so forth, 
for son at school; $600 cleaning woman 1 day a week, and some laundry that is 
sent out—these are, of course, annual expenses; $350 per vear for the last 3 years 
to straighten the son’s teeth, and this expense will have to begin again with his 
daughter this coming year; $375 for general insurance; $2,400 for food; $1,000 for 
clothes and he says that this item is conservative even in the light of economy. 

.He says, ‘‘For example, my wife has bought one cloth coat since I have been judge, 
which has been 4% years.”’ 

Five hundred dollars for operating an automobile, and the car is 5 years old, 
and the item does not provide for depreciation; he, of course, owned the car when 
he became a judge; $400 for heat and utilities; $300 for lunches for himself. 
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He says, ‘“‘The balance of $825 must go for doctors’ and dentists’ bills, upkeep of 
the house, cleaning, and pressing, allowance and entertainment for the children 
and entertainment for my wife and myself.”’ 

He points out that he has resigned from all social clubs: that the $825 is in- 
adequate to meet his present needs, and certainly cannot meet any emergencies. 
I will not read you the whole thing, but he then points out that he is just about 
at the end of eating into the resources he had when he became a judge, and that 
he says, ‘‘I did not acquire any fortune in the practice of law. I was 40 years of 
age when I was appointed to the bench, and I lost 4 years in the practice of law 
during the war when | served in the Navy,’’ and he concludes he is coming to 
the point where regrettable as it is, he will just have to resign from the bench. 

I will introduce physically into the record the two letters from Chief Judge 
Denman and the letter from the United States district judge, which he enclosed 
with the second letter. 

Mr. Harris. Mr. Rhyne, you heard the statement of the Com- 
missioner a moment ago on behalf of the Commissioners of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia indicating that at the present time it was their posi- 
tion that this matter not be determined at this time, based on a little 
more time for them to determine how the salaries should relate to cer- 
tain officials in the executive department of:the District of Columbia. 

Do you have any comment on that suggestion? 

Mr. Ruyne. Mr. Congressman, I do not believe that I do have any 
comment on that suggestion. 

Mr. Harris. May I ask if the Commission that was established to 
study this entire matter with reference to salaries for the judiciary, 
considered at any time, and if so, to what extent, salaries that were paid 
to top-level people in the executive? 

Mr. Ruyne. We did, Mr. Congressman. As you will notice from 
the task force reports re were seven task force reports in which 
we considered salaries not only paid in the executive but in business 
pursuits. generally, and it was the general feeling, I believe, in our 
Commission that Cabinet officers, for example, were certainly going 
to be increased and that certain other officials in the executive 
would be increased. 

I believe, if my memory serves me correctly, the Hoover Commission 
is giving consideration to that now. 

Mr. Harris. That was done a couple or 3 years ago, or a short time 
ago. Cabinet positions were increased to $22,500. 

Mr. Rayne. That was not the full amount recommended by the 
Hoover Commission. 

A representative of that Commission appeared before our salary 
Commission and offered further .testimony—of course, he couldn’t 
give the new conclusions of the Hoover Commission but I understand, 
from talking to him and others, that the Hoover Commission as 
presently constituted expects to make further recommendations on 
that subject. 

Mr. Harris. That was without the scope of your work? 

Mr. Ruyne. Yes, it was. We felt we should confine ourselves to 
the jurisdiction contained in Public Law 220, so we did not go into 
that. 

Mr. Harris. Thank you very much. 

The CuatrMAN. Thank you Mr. Rhyne. We have been delighted 
to hear you, the Commissioner, and the bar association on this subject. 
We will now go into executive session for a few moments. 

(Whereupon, at 11:15 a. m., the committee recessed to reconvene at 
the call of the chairman.) 


x 














